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but here again it is for the Prime Minister to choose the occasion for
appealing to the electorate. Should he persist in retaining office
despite his rejection by the electorate, the Sovereign might be forced
into the position of having to dismiss him, but it is safe to say that
this would only be done on the advice of the leader of an opposition
party prepared to take office in his place. A similar situation could
arise if a Prime Minister who had failed to obtain the support of
the new House of Commons after a dissolution demanded a second
dissolution in the hope of solving the deadlock. Convention, in the
sense of a rule based on expediency, thus prescribes,the proper course
for the Sovereign to take.
A number of the conventional understandings which Dicey,
quoting from Freeman's Growth of the English Constitution, cited as
belonging to "the code by which public life in England is (or is sup-
posed) to be governed" are closely connected with the prerogative
of dissolution which has just been mentioned.1 For example, "a
Cabinet when outvoted on any vital question may appeal once to
the country by means of a dissolution," or "If an appeal to the
electors goes against a Ministry, they are bound to retire from office
and have no right to dissolve Parliament a second time/* There is,
however, one convention upon which rests the whole doctrine of
ministerial responsibility—"The Cabinet are responsible to Parlia-
ment as a body for the general conduct of affairs," as Freeman put it.
It is impossible to exaggerate the importance of understanding the
consequences of this rule, which is the foundation of parliamentary
government as it is known throughout the British Commonwealth.
For this reason it is selected as the single illustration of the operation
of conventions in relation to Cabinet government.
Ministerial responsibility has for the constitutional lawyer two
distinct meanings, the one strictly legal, the other, which is under
consideration here, purely conventional in the sense that it is no
part of the law as applied by the courts. It is as well first to explain
the former meaning, which is an integral part of the law, Hojdej[s
opjffi^^under the Crown/and Ministers all have this statusjaro p$f ••
sgnally liableTn Taw lor their acts. Moreover, as the Crown can do
no'wrongrevery act of the Crown must be done through a Minister
who can be made responsible and, if necessary, sued, ><^ts requiring
the Sovereign's participation must be authenticated by a seal for the
custody of which a particular Minister is responsible or bq recorded
in documents bearing the counter-signature of a Minister*1 The use
of the various seals on forms for recording the royal assent is regu-
lated partly by statute and partly by custom.2 Wheirit is said that
Ministers are personally liable in law for their acts, this means that
1	Dicey, op cit., 9th ed., p. 416.
2	Anson, op. ciV., 4th ed.. Vol. II., Part I, pp. 62-72,

